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Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: It is 
suggested that section headers (i.e., Field of the Invention; Summary of the Invention, 
Brief Description of the Drawings, Detailed Description of the Invention, etc.) be added 
into the appropriate portions of the specification. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claims 1 -1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 10, the phrase "and the like" (see line 16 in claim 1 and 
line 15 in claim 10) renders the claims indefinite because the claims include elements 
not actually disclosed (those encompassed by "and the like"), thereby rendering the 
scope of the claims unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). In addition, for both 
claims in the same lines as above, it is suggested that "or" be deleted. The Markush 
language of scouring agent should be followed by "and" and not "or", see MPEP 2173.05(h)(1). 
Furthermore, it is suggested that the Markush languages for the "organic abrasive materials" 
and "natural materials" be deleted from the claims and re-written as dependent claims. 

Claims 6 and 15 lack support for "thickening agent" with respect to claims 1 and 
18, respectively, wherein said claims recite "thickener". 
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In claims 8 and 17, the terms "the cleaning product" (see line 6 in both claims) 
and "the treated surface" (see last line in both claims) lack antecedent basis in the 
claims. 

Claims 2-5, 7, 9, 11-14, 16 and 18, being dependent upon claims 1 or 10, are 
rejected as well. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1,8-10, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Gordon et al. (US Patent No. 5,763,332), hereinafter "Gordon". 

Gordon teaches an article suitable as a wipe for cleaning hard surfaces, the 
article comprising polyethylene film treated on one side with an emulsion, the treated 
film is located between a tissue paper substrate and a nonwoven substrate that is also 
treated on one side with the emulsion and thus, the article has the emulsion sandwiched 
between the polyethylene film and the nonwoven substrate, the emulsion comprising 
0.10 wt% C-12 amine oxide (a nonionic surfactant) and the balance water. The article is 

r 

wetted on only one side when subjected to shear forces, the remaining dry side (i.e., 
tissue side) can absorb liquid remaining after use (see Example V, col. 24, line 57 to 
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col. 25, line 31; col. 23, line 65 to col. 24, line 8). The polyethylene film is plied to the 
tissue by means of glue (see col. 24, lines 40-41). Gordon teaches the limitations of the 
instant claims. Hence, Gordon, anticipates the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation ] 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f)or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



6. Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 11, 13, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gordon as applied to the above claims. 
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Gordon teaches the features as described above. In addition, Gordon teaches 
that the emulsion can include minor amounts of other materials such as 
polydimethylsiloxanes (see col. 13, lines 6-17), thickeners in the range from about 0.05 
to about 0.5% of the water phase (see col. 14, lines 25-36), anionic surfactants as well 
as nonionic surfactants (see col. 17, lines 42-560, and solvents such as ethanol (see 
col. 14, lines 47-59). In Example V, ethanol is present in an amount of 8.7 wt% (see col. 
25, lines 10-15). Gordon, however, fails to specifically disclose an article comprising 
polydimethylsiloxanes, anionic and nonionic surfactants, and solvents in amounts as 
those recited. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select the portion of the prior art's range (i.e., 
polydimethylsiloxanes, anionic and nonionic surfactants) which is within the range of 
applicant's claims because it has been held to be obvious to select a value in a known 
range by optimization for the best results. As to optimization results, a patent will not be 
granted based upon the optimization of result effective variables when the optimization 
is obtained through routine experimentation unless there is a showing of unexpected 
results which properly rebuts the prima facie case of obviousness. See In re Boesch, 
627 F.2d 272,276,205 USPQ 215,219 (CCPA 1980). See also In re Wooc/ru/if 919 F.2d 
1575, 1578,16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936-37 (Fed. Cir. 1990), and In re Aller, 220 F.2d 
454,456,105 USPQ 233,235 (CCPA 1955). In addition, a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists because the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed 
by the prior art", see In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257,191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976; In re 
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Woodruff; 919 F.2d 1 575,1 6USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MFEP 2131.03 and 
MPEP 2144.051. 

With respect to the proportions of the solvent, a prima facie case of obviousness 
exists where the claimed ranges and prior art ranges do not overlap but are close 
enough that one skilled in the art would have expected them to have the same 
properties, see Titanium Metals Corp. of America v. Banner, 778F.2d 775,227 USPQ 
773 (Fed. Cir. 1985). See MPEP 2144.051. 

7. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Policicchio et al. (WO 00/27271), hereinafter "Policicchio". 

Policicchio teaches a hard surface cleaning composition for use with cleaning 
pads and/or cleaning implements comprising, by weight of the composition: optionally, 
from about 0.001% to about 0.5% by weight of surfactant, preferably selected from the 
group consisting of alkylpolysaccharides, alkyl ethoxylates (both being nonionic 
surfactants), alkyl sulfonates (an anionic surfactant), and mixtures thereof; optionally, 
from about 0.25% to about 7% by weight of organic solvent; optionally from about 
0.01% to about 1% by weight of mono- or polycarboxylic acid; optionally from about 
0.001% to about 0.1% by weight of thickening polymer; preferably at least 80% by 
weight of aqueous solvent system; optionally, suds suppressor which includes 
polydiorganosiloxanes (see page 26, lines 1-12) in amounts of 0.00125 % by weight 
(see page 126, first Table) ; and optionally, a detergent adjuvant like builders (see page 
3, line 8 to page 4, line 7). The cleaning pad comprises at least one absorbent layer, 
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multiple planar surfaces and at least one adhesive scrubbing strip, preferably 
comprising nylon, polyester, polypropylene, abrasive material and mixtures thereof (see 
page 4, lines 8-36). The abrasive materials include silicon carbide and/or aluminum 
oxide and/or calcium carbonate (see page 61 , lines 27-29). The hard surface cleaning 
composition can be used in a pre-moistened wipe (see page 76, lines 3-5), wherein the 
wipe can consist of one or more layers optionally including a scrub layer for maximum 
cleaning efficiency (see page 79, lines 12-13). In a preferred embodiment, the wipe 
consists of a multi-laminate structure comprising a pre-moistened outer layer, an 
impermeable film or membrane inner layer and second outer-layer which is substantially 
dry (see page 89, lines 28-32). The use of a multi-laminate structure can be highly 
desirable in that it allows for a dry buffing step, aimed at substantially removing most of 
the liquid remaining on the glass following application of the wet side of the pre- 
moistened wipe on the glass (see page 90, lines 3-5). Policicchio, however, fails to 
specifically disclose the amount of surfactant, polydiorganosiloxanes, abrasive, 
thickening polymer, acid and solvent in amounts as those recited. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select the portion of the prior art's range (i.e., surfactant, 
polydiorganosiloxanes, abrasive, thickening polymer, acid and solvent) which is within 
the range of applicant's claims because it has been held to be obvious to select a value 
in a known range by optimization for the best results. As to optimization results, a patent 
will not be granted based upon the optimization of result effective variables when the 
optimization is obtained through routine experimentation unless there is a showing of 
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unexpected results which properly rebuts the prima facie case of obviousness. See In re 
Boesch, 627 F.2d 272,276,205 USPQ 215,219 (CCPA 1980). See also In re Woodruff 
919 F.2d 1575, 1578,16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936-37 (Fed. Cir. 1990), and In re Alter, 220 
F.2d 454,456,105 USPQ 233,235 (CCPA 1955). In addition, a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists because the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed 
by the prior art", see In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257,191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976; In re 
Woodruff; 919 F.2d 1575,16USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MFEP 2131.03 and 
MPEP 2144.051. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The references are considered cumulative to or less material 
than those discussed above. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lorna M. Douyon whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1313. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas McGinty can be reached on 571-272-1029. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Lorna M. Douyon 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1751 



